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Foreword

Established during World War II to advise the President regarding the strategic
direction of the armed forces of the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
continued in existence after the war and, as advisers and planners, have played a
significant role in the development of national policy. Knowledge of JCS relations
with the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense in
the years since World War 1l is essential to an understanding of their current work.
An account of their activity in peacetime and during times of crisis provides, more-
over, an important series of chapters in the military history of the United States.
For these reasons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that an official history be writ-
ten for the record. Its value for instructional purposes, for the orientation of offi-
cers newly assigned to the JCS organization and as a source of information for staff
studies, will be readily recognized.

The series, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, treats the activities of
the Joint, Chiefs of Staff since the close of World War 11. Because of the nature of the
activities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the sensitivity of the sources, the vol-
umes of the series were originally prepared in classified form. Classification designa-
tions in the footnotes are those that appeared in the original classified volunie.

Volume VIII describes JCS activities during the period 1961-1964 except for
activities related to Indochina which are covered in a separate series. Originally,
this volume was planned to cover the years 1961-1963. In accord with that plan,
during 1967-1971, Mrs. Anna C. Webb and Mr. Donald J. Boyle wrote preliminary
drafts for portions of what became Chapters 1, 2, and 3; Dr. Robert J. Watson pre-
pared a draft for what became Chapter 5; Ms. Judith A. Walters prepared a prelimi-
nary draft of Chapter 16; Dr. Ronald II. Spector prepared a draft of Chapter 17 and
Ms. Kathleen S. Paasch prepared a draft for Chapter 18. Then, in 1973, the vohune
was expanded to cover 1964 and assigned to Dr. Walter Poole. He developed a new
outline and wrote completely new chapters. These were reviewed by Mr. Kenneth
W. Condit and Dr. Robert J. Watson. Ultimately, Dr. Poole assumed full responsibil-
ity for the volume.

During 2008 and 2009, Dr. Poole reworked the classified manuscript to prepare
it for publication in its unclassified form. In addition to reorganizing it to conform
to the structure of earlier volumes in The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy
series, Dr. Poole took advantage of the great amount of material that had become
available as well as the perspective afforded by thirty vears. Ms. Susan Carroll pre-
pared the index, and Ms. Penny Norman prepared the manuscript for publication.

This volume was reviewed for declassification by the appropriate US Govern-
ment departments and agencies and cleared for release. The volume is an official

vii




publication of the Joint Chiefs of Staff but, inasmuch as the text has not been con-
sidered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it must be construed as descriptive only and
does not constitute the official position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on any subject.

Washington, DC JOHN F. SHORTAL
January 2011 Director for Joint History



Preface

Throughout the early 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff confronted a series of
crises that touched nearly every part of the globe. Cuba, Berlin, the Congo, Saudi
Arabia, India, Indonesia, Laos, and South Vietnam all became arcas of confronta-
tion. The worldwide scope of these challenges created, among US policymakers, a
mindset in which failure anywhere would have repercussions everywhere.

What most concerned the JCS was an apparent erosion of US credibility that
emboldened communist leaders to pursue more adventurous policies. President
John F. Kennedy and Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara pursued what
they conceived as more flexible approaches to strategy and crisis management.
The JCS, however, worried that civilian leaders might lack the determination to do
whatever became necessary to achieve success. McNamara's managerial reforns,
which centralized decision-making in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, added
to the friction in civil-military relations.

During 1961-1962, relations between the JCS and their civilian superiors were
often awkward and even confrontational. A failure in communications contrib-
uted to the Bay of Pigs debacle. The appointment of General Maxwell D. Taylor
as Chairman, in October 1962, ameliorated the situation. Taylor expressed deep
regard for McNamara, which the Secretary reciprocated. From the civilians’ per-
spective, Taylor's main achievements lay in controlling the Service Chiefs during
the missile crisis and securing their support for the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Yet
that improvement proved temporary and personal, not institutional and permanent.

This volume is the first in this series to have benefitted from nieetings between
the author and some of the Chiefs whom he describes. These took place during the
middle and later 1970s. Interviews with Admirals Arleigh Burke and George Ander-
son exposed me to very strong personalities. General Lyman Lemnitzer, Chairman
during 1960-1962, had an office close to the JCS Historical Division, and I spent a
fair number of Friday afternoons listening to his recollections. Lemnitzer blended
command with congeniality, showing why he fit comfortably into joint and inter-
national postings. 1 interviewed General Taylor several times at his apartment on
Connecticut Avenue in the District of Columbia. He was more reserved, choosing
words carefully, yet unfailingly concise and articulate. These officers deserve ered-
it for helping to illuminate and interpret the events described in this volume. They
must not, however, be held accountable for what appears in the final text. For any
errors or misconstructions, the author alone bears full responsibility.

Walter S. Poole
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JCS and National Policy 1961-1964

admirer, “There was the excitement which comes from the injection of new men
and new ideas. ... Not since the New Deal. .. had there been such an invasion of
bright young men. .. and a President who so plainly delighted in innovation and
leadership.”™

The new Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, carried impressive credentials: Rhodes
scholar; college dean; staff colonel in World War II; Deputy Under Secretary of
State, 1949-50; Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, 1950-b1; presi-
dent of the Rockefeller Foundation, 1952-60. But Rusk was a relatively reserved
and introspective man. Under his leadership, the State Departiment never truly took
charge of foreign policy, as President Kennedy originally hoped that it would.

The new Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, at the age of 44 had just
become president of the Ford Motor Company when he accepted this appoint-
ment. His military experience came from World War II when, rising to the rank of
lieutenant colonel, he had been deeply involved in logistical planning for the B-29
campaign against Japan. McNamara was determined to be an activist, a prober,
an originator of ideas and programs. He brought a group of like-minded civilians,
many drawn from the RAND Corporation, to the Pentagon. Such men as Charles
Hitch and Alain Enthoven made “cost effectiveness” and “systems analysis” part of
the Defense Department’s vocabulary.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff found that they had little in common with their Com-
mander in Chief. They were considerably older and set great store upon orderly
procedures, thorough planning, and judgments born of experience. Civilian leaders
apparently looked upon them as tradition-bound and wedded to careful pacing at a
time when rapid innovation was imperative. Kennedy wanted, and McNamara fully
supported, an increased defense budget. Yet that situation did not translate into
harmonious relations between the Joint Cliiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD).

General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, USA, who had been Chairman of the JCS since
October 1960, possessed particularly broad experience in the traditional sense.
In 1942, he had been Plans and Operations Officer for the North African invasion.
Then in the Mediterranean theater he acted as Deputy Chief of Staff to General Har-
old Alexander, a British officer whom he much admired. Subsequently, Lemnitzer
directed the Military Assistance Program (1949-50) and commanded the 7" Infantry
Division in the Korean War (1951-52). He advanced to be Commander in Chief, Far
East (1955), Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (1957), Chief of Staff (1959), and finally
Chairman. Lemnitzer's working methods closely paralleled those of President Dwight
D. Eisenhower, a former General of the Army, but did not mesh nearly so well with
the more free-wheeling approach of the Kennedy administration.

Admiral Arleigh Burke was completing his sixth year as Chief of Naval Opera-
tions (CNO). He had earned a high reputation leading destroyers in South Pacific
battles and later serving as chief of staff to the commander of a fast carrier task
force. During 1950-51, Burke commanded a cruiser division in Korean waters and
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then became a member of the United Nations truce delegation. In 1955, while still a
rear admiral, he was appointed CNO. In JCS deliberations, Burke was always well
informed, articulate, and ready to defend Navy prerogatives.

General George H. Decker, USA, who became Chief of Staff on 1 October 1960,
had spent 1944-45 in the Pacific as Chief of Staff, Sixth Army. Thereafter, his major
assignments included Comptroller of the Army (1952-55), Commander in Chief,
United Nations Command, Korea (1957-59), and Vice Chief of Staff (1959-60). Gen-
eral Thomas D. White, USAF, had served continuously in Pentagon assignments
from 1948 until his selection as Chief of Staff in 1957. An acerbie wit enlivened his
contributions to JCS discussions. General David M. Shoup, Commandant of the
Marine Corps since 1959, had won the Medal of Honor at Tarawa in World War [1.
His postwar duties, for the most part, involved budgeting and training assignments.
At the JCS level, judging from a number of transcripts of discussions, the intrica-
cies of policy and strategy were not his forte.

Between January 1961 and October 1962, JCS membership underwent an
almost complete turnover. The law then provided for two-year terms which were
renewable indefinitely. General White retired on 30 June 1961; the Vice Chief of
Staff, General Curtis E. LeMay, succeeded him. LeMay cairied a reputation unigue
among his military contemporaries. He had been a driving force behind the fire-
bombing of Japanese cities in 1945 and the 1948 Berlin airlift. Subsequently, his
nine-year tenure as Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command, made him a
popular symbol of American power and preparedness. Blunt and outspoken as an
operational commander, he continued that practice in JCS deliberations where it
served his purposes less well.

Admiral Burke retired on 31 July 1961. The next CNO, Admiral George W. Ander-
son, had done a tour as executive assistant to the Chairman of the JCS, who at the
time was Admiral Arthur Radford. Spending much of his career in naval aviation,
Anderson most recently had commanded the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean Sea.

The most critical changes occurred on 1 October 1962. President Kennedy
selected a new Chairman. The Bay of Pigs fiasco had tainted all the Chiefs in Ken-
nedy's mind, and Lemnitzer did not share Kennedy's conviction about the great
impoitance of counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare. Accordingly, Lem-
nitzer became Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEURY), a post for which he
was eminently qualified and in which traditional military problems were still para-
mount. He retired and was immediately recalled to active duty.

Kennedy'’s choice for Chairman, General Maxwell D. Taylor, had led the 101+
Airborne Division across Western Europe during 1944-45, commanded Eighth
Army in the Korean War’s closing months, and served as Army Chief of Staff from
1955 to 1959. After retiring, Taylor published The Uncertain Trumpet in which he
criticized the Eisenhower administration’s reliance on nuclear weapons and so pro-
vided material for Senator Kennedy's presidential campaign. In June 1961, after the
Bay of Pigs, Kennedy called Taylor to the White House as “Military Representative
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of the President.” Here, he won the Chief Executive's confidence to such a degree
that Kennedy decided to break the pattern of service rotation pursued by President
Eisenhower. The downside of Kennedy's great confidence, which McNamara came
to share, was that service chiefs tended to regard Taylor as representing the civil-
ian leadership to the Chiefs rather than the Chiefs to the civilians.

The administration wanted new leadership for the Army. General Decker,
whom civilians evidently judged insufficiently dynamic and innovative, retired on 1
October 1962. President Kennedy took a hand in choosing his successor, instead of
waiting (as was customary) to be presented with three names. Early in 1962, Ken-
nedy asked his Military Aide, Brigadier General Chester V. Clifton, USA, to propose
candidates. Clifton, in turn, approached the JCS; Army and Navy members recom-
mended General Earle G. Wheeler, who recently had completed a well-regarded
tour as Director, Joint Staff. Wheeler was relatively young at 53. He was going to
Europe where he hoped to succeed General Lauris Norstad, USAF, as SACEUR.
President Kennedy let him go but passed word that he “should not unpack.™ Soon
afterward, the President chose him to be Chief of Staff. Since Wheeler succeeded
Taylor as Chairman in 1964 and stayed on until 1970, this was the pivotal JCS
appointment of Kennedy's presidency.

Admiral Anderson and General LeMay found themselves increasingly out of
step with civilian leaders. LeMay clashed repeatedly with Secretary McNamara
and struck civilians as being too bellicose in times of crisis. Anderson apparently
ran afoul of McNamnara during the Cuban missile crisis and irritated the Secretary
by giving critical public testimony about the F-111 aircraft that McNamara prized
as an example of joint development. Kennedy considered replacing both men but
McNamara advised him that was one too many. Accordingly, on 6 May 1963 the
White House announced (1) that Admiral David L. McDonald, who was command-
ing the Sixth Fleet, would succeed Anderson on 1 August and (2) that LeMay's term
would be extended for one year only. Anderson left his post embittered but did
accept the ambassadorship to Portugal.

A sudden, tragic transition took place on 22 November 1963. The JCS were in the
Pentagon conferring with their West German counterparts. General Taylor was taking
a post-tunch nap when an aide awoke him to say that President Kennedy, who was
in Dallas, had been shot and seriously wounded. The JCS assembled around 1400 in
Taylor’s office, where Secretary McNamara soon joined them. They discussed what to
do and finally instructed worldwide commands that “this is the time to be especially
on the alert.” Then the JCS rejoined the Germans. After telling them what he knew,
Taylor insisted that they resume their talks. Not long afterward, Taylor received a note
stating that the President was dead; he circulated this paper to his JCS colleagues sur-
reptitiously without interrupting the discussion. The Germans may have been puzzled
as, one by one, the Chiefs excused themselves for a time and returned. Finally, late
that afternoon, Taylor gave the grim news to the Germans. “I have rarely seen such
ashen faces,” he relates, “or heard such words of spontaneous grief.”
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The new President, Lyndon B. Johnson, met the JCS on 29 November. He told
them of his firm and long-standing belief in a strong military establishment, and
assured each officer that he was needed and wanted. Each Service Chief advised the
President that his service was stronger and in better shape that at any time since the
Korean War. Johnson then asked each man to give him an inscribed picture to hang
in his study “because he would be looking at them quite often in the future.™

On New Year’s Day 1964, General Wallace M. Greene, Jr., became Commandant
of the Marine Corps. Greene kept a diary that portrays him as disgruntled with
his colleagues, and particularly with senior civilians—more so, possibly, than was
actually the case. The Chief Executive extended General LeMay’s term until 1 Feb-
ruary 1965. Critics said that Johnson wished to keep LeMay in uniform, and thus
silent, until the presidential election was past.

Unexpectedly, on 23 June 1964, General Taylor accepted appointment as
ambassador to the embattled Republic of Vietnam. The best explanation is that
President Johnson believed Taylor’s reputation would protect his Vietnam policy
from partisan attacks during the election campaign.® Whether Taylor was aware of
this motive is unclear.

General Wheeler by then had been a JCS member longer than any of the Ser-
vice Chiefs except LeMay, who obviously was not in the running for Chairman. So
Wheeler took Taylor’s position. To be Army Chief of Staff, the President named
Lieutenant General Harold K. Johnson, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and
44" in seniority. General Johnson's career path was unusual. Dinving World War 11,
he survived the Bataan death march and spent three hard years as a prisoner of
war. Subsequently, he saw combat service as a regimental commander in Korea
and thereafter earned rapid advancement. After a tour as Commandant of the Com-
mand and General Staff College, he became Deputy Chief of Staff. General Barks-
dale Hamlett, who was Vice Chief of Staff and Johnson's superior, probably would
have succeeded Wheeler. However, Hamlett suffered a major heart attack and had
to retire; thus, Johnson's elevation to Chief of Staff was accelerated by four years.

New Methods: At the White House

resident Kennedy promptly dismantled much of the National Security Council

(NSC) structure inherited from his predecessor. During the Eisenhower years,
a Planning Board prepared studies, policy recommendation, and basic drafts for
consideration by the NSC. The Planning Board included a JCS representative, and
JCS comments usually accompanied each paper that went to the NSC. Not so with
the Operations Coordinating Board, which worked at a higher level. Its mewbers
included the Under Secretary of State, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the Divector
of Central Intelligence. While the Board did not make policies, it coordinated their
execution and could initiate proposals that fell within the framework of existing
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policies.” President Kennedy abolished both the Planning and Operations Coordinat-
ing Boards, largely because a Senate subcommittee chaired by Senator Henry M.
Jackson (D, Wash.) concluded that Eisenhower’s organization had served to “blur the
edges and destroy the coherence” of specific proposals to the point where “they do
the President a disservice.™

McGeorge Bundy left the deanship at Harvard to become Special Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs. Under him, the NSC staff began cxtend-
ing its reach into day-to-day operations as ad hoc groups were created to deal with
specific problems. Sometimes, notably during the early months, informality only
exacerbated inexperience. According to an Army officer detailed to White House
duty, the NSC staff “really seems to be an agglomeration of six to a dozen hearty
individuals picking up balls and running with them ad libitum as the President
or McGeorge Bundy directs. This is. .. manifestly 180 degrees removed from the
tightly, perhaps over-rigidly, organized system of the Eisenhower administration.”
At times, for officers accustomed to disciplined staff procedures, poliey-making
had the look of “a helter-skelter intellectual parlor game.™ Formal meetings of the
NSC became less frequent. A statement of Basic National Security Policy, which
integrated military, diplomatic, economic, political and psychological factions and
was crucial throughout the Eisenhower administration, never won NSC approval.

But the ad hoc approach could count successes, particularly in the perfor-
mance of an NSC “Executive Committee” that was created in October 1962 during
the Cuban missile crisis. The JCS Chairman, General Taylor, was a member. Six
months later, however, Bundy judged the ExComun “not so good for lesser matters
of coordination, and...not... effective at all...in the process of forward plan-
ning.” Accordingly, a Standing Committee of the NSC was created in March 1963.
With Bundy presiding and the Chairman of the JCS as a member, it was intended to
“be alert to planning problems that are a little less ripe than today's required deci-
sions: like Cuba a year from now—or China in 1965.” The Standing Group also was
supposed to serve, among other things, “as a ready medium for review of ongoing
programs with strongly interdepartmental aspects.” Of the Group's fourteen meet-
ings between April and September 1963, however, ten concerned Cuba in whole
or in part.' Hindsight shows that, during those months, Vietnam should have been
the Group's primary concern. The ExComm did hold a few discussions about Viet-
nain, but ad hoc meetings were the rule and these failed to formulate a successful
approach.

New Methods: At the Pentagon

obert McNamara set about transforming the role of the Secretary of Defense.
Even before taking office, he asked the JCS—individually, not collectively—to
tell him what force levels they wanted without regard to the fiscal ceilings that
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President Eisenhower imposed. They each replied by reinserting precisely those
items that Eisenhower had deleted from the FY 1962 budget. Such responses may
seem reasonable and predictable, but McNamara wanted a completely fresh begin-
ning. Accordingly, he determined to make a deeper, independent investigation.'!

On 24 January 1961 Secretary McNamara commissioned four task forces, each
chaired by a eivilian, to study (1) strategic retaliatory and continental defense forc-
es, (2) limited war needs, (3) research and development, and (4) base and installa-
tion requnirements. A month later, he forwarded four finished studies to the White
House. President Kennedy accepted practically all the proposals in them and, on
28 March, sent Congress a FY 1962 supplemental request. But this, he advised
Congress, dealt only with “the most urgent and obvious problems.” Already, on 8
March, Secretary McNamara had issued 96 queries—soon dubbed the “96 trom-
bhones"—that covered practically every defense program and policy.'?

Rejecting President Eisenhower's emphasis upon fiscal ceilings, President Ken-
nedy and Secretary McNamara perceived a pressing need to improve the way in
which requirements were determined. During Eisenhower's last year, the Bureau
of the Budget had broken the DOD budget into functional categories—strategic
retaliatory, continental defense, ground and sea, support—so that it could detect
any duplicative or overlapping programs. Briefing the NSC on 1 February, Bud-
get Director David Bell criticized existing procedures. First, a lack of correlation
between the military’s plans and the civilians’ budget limits often resulted in ambi-
tious schemes that exceeded fiscal capabilities. Second, an absence of common
assummptions among the services created differing strategic doctrines and intel-
ligence appraisals. Third, presenting the budget by departinents and inputs (per-
sonnel, procurement, etc.) rather than by outputs (strategic deterrent, limited war
capability, and the like) made it difficult to determine exactly what results were
being achieved. Fourth, budget perspectives usually addressed short-term prob-
lems instead of focusing upon long-range goals."

On 3 April, after winning Secretary McNamara's enthusiastic support, Comp-
troller Charles Hitch revealed how he intended to avoid the errors listed above.
Basically, for FY 1963, Hitch set about spanning the gap between planning and bud-
geting by introducing a new “programming” function. He directed the creation of
“program packages,” each comprised of those forces that contributed to the same
strategic purpose. The techniques of economic analysis or cost effectiveness would
then be applied to discover the best and cheapest force mix that could accomplish
each function.

As Hitch saw matters, military planners thought five years or more ahead, deal-
ing with forces, weapon systems, missions, and the like. Civilian budgeteers, by
contrast, were concerned with appropriations categories (procurement, construc-
tion, etc.) and confined themselves to fairly short time periods. He intended to
bridge this gap through “a eontinuous and dynamic process, not geared to a budget
cycle, but immediately responsive to changing circumstances and alternatives.”"
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On 17 April, Hitch briefed McNamara, the service secretaries, and the JCS
about his intended reforms. A month later, he described to the services exactly
how his planning-programming-budgeting system (PPBS) would work. He divided
the FY 1963 process into three phases: estimating requirements during May and
June; determining the contents of program packages in July and August; and pre-
paring the budget thereafter. Secretary McNamara’s 96 questions were intended to
elicit requirements. Hitch anticipated (wrongly, as it turned out) that a statement of
Basic National Security Policy soon would win approval. Then, using this and other
guidance supplied by Secretary McNamara, the Services would prepare program
packages and forward them to the Comptroller for costing and analysis. Ten such
packages, each combining personnel, equipment facilities, and supplies, were to
be prepared. The Joint Staff, the Services, and OSD would collaborate in preparing
precise definitions of each one: Strategic Retaliatory Forces; Continental Defense
Forces; General Purpose Forces; Airlift and Sealift; Reserve and National Guard
Forces; Research and Development; Service-Wide Support; Military Assistance
Program; Classified Projects; and Department of Defense (e.g., retired pay, Defense
Agencies).!” This constituted the “planning” phase of the PPBS.

By then, the JCS had formulated a response. Lieutenant General Wheeler,
who was then Director of the Joint Staff, proposed (1) developing procedures for
a prompt, effective JCS review of the program packages and (2) having the Ser-
vice Chiefs exchange budget and force planning data early in June.'* But General
White, believing that OSD was making a “radical departure” from past practice,
rejected this as inadequate. He wanted the JCS, instead, to agree upon a FY 1963
force structure against which the program packages could be measured.!” Adopt-
ing White’s approach, the JCS agreed on 10 May that each Service would submit
a force structure for FYs 1961-70, which General Wheeler would combine into an
overall tabulation. They also reminded Secretary McNamara of an “understanding”
that OSD would consult them before making tentative decisions about program
levels. They further advised him that they intended to examine program packages
“from the standpoint of overall military posture.™'s

The service plans, collated by General Wheeler, appeared in July. Comptroller
litch's office analyzed them from the viewpoint of how they fit into program pack-
ages. This was the innovative “programming” phase. On 11 September, McNamara
gave the JCS and the services a timetable for finalizing the FY 1963 budget, sug-
gesting strongly that trimming was in order. Eleven days later, he circulated tenta-
tive decisions that cut the total obligational authority proposed by the services by
about one-fifth.

Meantime, trying to project five years ahead, McNamara worked with Hitch’s
people to write Draft Presidential Memorandums (DPMs) that described and jus-
tified the force levels and funding for each program package. The JCS had been
unable to reach agreement about the sizing of strategic retaliatory forces, so McNa-
mara’s analysts employed cost-effectiveness comparisons to select levels for vari-
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ous weapon systems. Expanding in length and numbers over the next few years,
these DI’Ms would come to serve as the central, culminating feature of the PPBS

On 6 October, McNamara sent President Kennedy his tentative recomunenda-
tions about the FY 1963 budget as well as a program for 1963-67. On 23 October, the
services submitted their formal FY 1963 proposals, triggering a final round of budget
reviews and decisions. All told, McNamara held eighteen meetings with the JCS
about the FY 1963 budget." But OSD set the pace based on the JCS contributions.

Early in December 1961, McNamara presented a final budget to President Kenne-
dy. The JCS customarily made what was wryly called a “blood statement.” McNama-
ra asked them to say that this budget would “greatly increase our combat effective-
ness and provide forces far stronger than those of any other nation.” They settled on
milder wording that “this budget will further increase our combat elfeetiveness and
provide forces in a high state of readiness.” General LeMay added that he retained
certain reservations, “particularly as regards the program for Strategic Forces.”™

On 3 January 1962 at Palm Beach, President Kennedy presided over a budget
review at which he polled each JCS member. Only the Air Force spokesman hair-
bored serious reservations, and those concerned the strategic nuclear balance after
1965. General Shoup, in faet, said that this budget was better prepared than any he
had witnessed during the past seven years.*!

Adjusting the JCS Program for Planning

Each year, according to their Program for Planning, the JCS were supposed to
approve a Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), a Joint Long-Range Strate-
gic Study (JLRSS), and a Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP). The JSCP, a short-
range “fight plan,” translated national policies into military tasks consonant with
actual capabilities and gave general—but not detailed operational—guidance to
commanders of unified and specified commands for their conduct of cold, limited,
and general war operations. JSCPs, being the truly indispensable documents in
the Program for Planning, regularly appeared on schedule around the end of each
calendar year. JSCP-63, for example, was approved in December 1961; it applied to
the period between 1 July 1962 and 30 June 1963.%

The JLRSS provided planning guidance running eight to twelve years ahead,
helping to shape DOD's research and engineering program. JLRSS-71 was pub-
lished in July 1962, JLRSS-72 in August 1963. Evidently, though, the JLRSS made
only a modest impact upon the Office of the Director of Defense Research and
Engineering. When civilians reviewed a draft of JLRSS-73, early in 1964, they
rated it “a great improvement” over its predecessor but still harbored misgivings
about its purpose and utility. They deemed it “practically impossible to prepare a
meaningful projection” because the discovery of a new scientific principle might
“drastically change a large portion of the technology” or a radical engineering
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development could change an uneconomical application into an efficient one.
They wanted some indication of priorities, too, since “the entire tcchnological
community” could not attack more than “a small fraction” of the needs outlined
in the draft. Moreover, they detected a tendency to fasten upon and exaggerate
the potential of well-publicized technological advances (e.g., masers and lasers).
Joint Staff officers responded that OSD had not decided exactly what sort of
advice it wanted from the military. Until that occurred, “it will be difficult. ..
to propose meaningful comments or improvements.” Nonetheless, in July 1964,
JLRSS-73 appeared on schedule.”

The JSOP, an instrument for mid-range planning, was defined in the Program
for Planning as “beginning on 1 July of the fiscal year five years subsequent to the
fiscal year in which thc plan is scheduled for approval, and extending for three
years thereafter.” Thus JSOP-67, which was approved in 1962, applied to Fiscal
Years 1967 through 1969; JSOP-68 in 1963 covered FYs 1968-70; JSOP-69 in 1964,
FYs 1969-71. That was about the time it then took to develop and ficld a weapon
system. Parts 1 through V of the JSOP included a broad strategic appraisal, a state-
ment of basic US objectives, and a strategic concept. Part VI, containing force-
level recommendations or “force tabs,” was the heart of the document. The JSOP
absorbed far more of the Chiefs’ attention than the other two documents. Part VI
in particular provided an arena for displaying, more often than for scttling, intcr-
service differences.

Completion of the Kennedy era's first JSOP had to be postponed repeatedly.
JSOP-66 had been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense in September 1960, but
because its force tabs contained inter-service splits about crucial issues—the size
and mix of the strategic retaliatory force, the number of attack carriers, and the
rate of Army and Navy modernization—the JCS agreed to reconsider JSOP-66 after
the new administration had reviewed the FY 1962 budget.

According to the Joint Program for Planning, JSOP-67 should have been com-
pleted by 31 May 1961. Instead, FY 1962 budget addendums that were put before
Congress in March, May, and July required revisions of JSOP-66, and Secretary
McNamara was not able to issue preliminary FY 1963 guidelines until summer. A
looming confrontation over West Berlin took first place on the policyinakers’ agenda.
Not until 20 September 1961 wcre the JCS able to give Joint Staff officers guidance
about preparing JSOP-67. On 14 November, the Chiefs approved statements of the
strategic concept, objectives, and basic undertakings. But, as soon as the Joint Staff
began drawing up force tabs for JSOP-67, thc same inter-service splits that had
plagued JSOP—66 reappeared. In February 1962, with agreement no nearer, the JCS
suspendcd work and asked the Chairman, General Lemnitzer, to suggest sotutions.>

Meanwhile, Secretary McNamara opened the FY 1964 cycle by issuing 62
requirements studies, similar to the “96 trombones” of 1961. llis request for an
examination of general purpose forces, promising to prove particularly broad and
complex, prompted Lemnitzer to establish his own Special Studies Group in June
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1962. The Director, J-5, chaired this Group, which was large enough to undertake
three studies simultaneously.”® The Special Studies Group played an increasingly
important part in helping to define JCS positions, but its influence never came
close to matching that of the systems analysts in OSD.

During the spring of 1962, Secretary McNamara made notable refinements to
the PPBS. He established, as the official DOD position, a “Five-Year Defense I’ro-
gram” (FYDP) derived from FY 1963 budget decisions and from service submis-
sions made to Comptroller Hiteh's office during February and March 1962.% lle
also instituted a device of “Program Change Proposals” (PCPs), through which
the FYDP might be amended at any time. PCPs could be submitted by the JCS, the
Military Departments, and OSD agencies; they would be reviewed by all concermed
DOD components and then presented to the Secretary for a decision. McNamara
wanted decision-imaking to be spread more evenly over the calendar year, so that
important issues need not be settled amid the rush of finalizing the budget. lle
therefore decided that the FYDP, as it stood on 15 August 1962, would serve as the
basis for budget submissions.”

General LeMay worried that the FYDP, together with guidance from Comptrol-
ler Hitch's office, might become a substitute for what he termed “mature nilitary
Jjudgment.” He urged, accordingly, that action upon JSOP-67’s foree tabs be acceler-
ated. General Lemnitzer finally secured agreement that postponed decisions about
foree levels in the later or “out” years. At last, on 27 August 1962, the JCS sent
Secretary McNamara force tabs that generally, although not completely, accorded
with those in the FYDP. But, by then, Secretary McNamara's 15 August deadline
had passed. Moreover, JSOP-67's force tabs were neither arranged according to the
prograimn package format nor accompanied by supporting rationales. This Tailure to
speak the Secretary’s language considerably lessened JSOP-67's impact.®

When General Taylor became Chairman, he was well aware of complaints that
civilian “whiz kids” in OSD were wont to adopt positions without seeking military
advice. He also remembered how a former Chairman, Admiral Arthur Radford, had
tried to eliminate splits in JCS papers by pressuring the Service Chiefs to change
positions—and sometimes, in Taylor’s judgment, made matters worse. So, before
accepting the Chairmanship, Taylor won McNamara’s agreement (1) that the JCS
would always have their “day in court” with him and (2) that the Chairman never
would be asked to try to compel unanimity.>

Introducing PCPs proved a two-edged sword, as the services “flooded” Comp-
troller Hitch's office with them and thus threw back deadlines for the FY 1964
cycle. Early in autumn 1962, through DPMs, Secretary McNamara circulated tenta-
tive budget and force-level decisions. The JCS critiqued each of them. For about
three weeks, from mid-October until early November, the Cuban missile crisis
completely absorbed the attention of senior officials. On 29 November, Secretary
McNamara issued his final decisions. On all the contentious issues—levels of
Minuteman intercontinental ballistic missiles, deploying ballistic missile defenses,
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moving ahead with a new manned bomber, numbers of Army divisions, tactical
fighter wings, and airlift—he rejected service reclamas and held to his original rec-
ommendations. It is noteworthy that the JCS were split over these issues, mostly
along service lines. LeMay, for example, wanted more missiles and a new bomber
but opposed the Armmy’s plan for missile defenses.™

Secretary McNamara proposed a “blood statement” saying that “although the
force structure does not contain all the forces recommended by each of the Ser-
vices,” the JCS agreed that it would “further increase our combat effectiveness
and provide powerful forces in a high state of readiness.” Anderson, Shoup, and
Wheeler concurred. LeMay did not, because of what he deemed “serious deficien-
cies.” On 3 December, they informed McNamara that—subject to two alterations—
the statement was acceptable. First, the program “does not include all the forces
recommended by each of the Services or by the Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively.”
Second, Anderson, LeMay, and Shoup “retain certain reservations, particularly as
regards the rate of modernization and growth in combat effectiveness of certain US
forces in relation to the Sino-Soviet threat.”!

On 27 December 1962, again at Palm Beach, Secretary McNamara and the JCS
had their wrap-up conference with President Kennedy. Service reservations were
aired fully. But General LeMay, who had the deepest differences with McNamara,
began his presentation by stating that “in his five years of budget planning this
had been the best, with the greatest amount of agreement among the Chiefs and
the best feeling of support from their civilian superiors, including the President,
that the Joint Chiefs had ever had.” He hinted at deeper misgivings about JCS-OSD
relations by telling the President that “war is not efficient,” and its needs and plans
could not be run by computer efficiency measurements,”

For the FY 1965 cycle, the Chiefs’ main concern was integrating their JSOP
more effectively into the PPBS. Secretary McNamara, in fact, asked them to pro-
pose a method for correlating JSOP planning with development of his Five Year
Program, “so that the JSOP would become a primary vehicle for obtaining the
decisions on force structure necessary for validating the ensuing budget year of
the five-year cycle.” The JSOP, therefore, must contain justifications of its force
tabs, based upon an analysis of the requirements for contingency and general
war plans. Unified commanders, previously limited to commenting upon recomn-
mendations by their component commanders, now were directed to submit their
own estimates and justifications as inputs to the JSOP—another step in enlarging
their roles.”

On 4 December 1962, after getting General Taylor's concurrence, Secretary
McNamara circulated an FY 1965 timetable that pushed the programming phase
forward by several months. On 1 March 1963 (changed at General Taylor’s request
to 12 April), the JCS would send him the force tabs and rationales of JSOP-68.
Between April and June, the services would submit force structures, cost esti-
mates, and PCPs. By 15 August, the Secretary of Defense would complete his
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review and establish firm program guidelines. On 1 October, the services would
send in their submissions, along with five-year plans that adhered to the guidance
of 15 August. ™

In January 1963, General Taylor told Joint Staff officers assigned to drafting the
JSOP that producing an agreed and effective rationale was “imperative,” no matter
how difficult that task might prove. This time, too, the JSOP’s force tabs had to be
presented in the program package format.”

The resulting JSOP-68 contained an analysis of missions, objectives, and opera-
tional requirements that, Taylor assured McNamara, was “the most thorough of
any JSOP within my experience.” The Joint Staff even copied the McNamara-Hitch
methodology to the point of preparing and assessing alternative packages for each
program. Nonetheless, the JCS split over some of the most important force tabs
(e.g., Minuteman, Army division, and tactical fighter aireraft levels). Taylor attiibuted
these splits “to the wide range of major uncertainties inherent in the task as well as
[to] the existence of a number of hard issues of major and basic importance.” The
“major uneertainties,” he said, included different estimates of US and Soviet missile
reliability, the Soviets’ capability to refire from missile silos and harden their missile
sites, the impact of possible Soviet ballistic missile defenses, and the possibility of
new weapon systems. Among the “hard issues” listed by Taylor were the efficacy
of retaliating against “counterforce” targets in nuclear war, the reliance of general
pwrpose forces upon reserve components, the role of attack carriers, and manpower
levels for each service.* These were matters that went to the heart of each service'’s
force structure. Very likely, as far as OSD was concemed, such serious splits more
than offset the advantages of adopting program package formats.
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